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The United States Telephone Association (USTA) respectfully submits its reply to
comments filed in the above-referenced proceeding.

In its comments, USTA argued that until sufficient testing demonstrating lack of
interference to other services and other V.90 services under practical circumstances can be
completed, the -12 dBm power limit currently specified in Section 68.308 of the Commission’s
rules should remain in effect. The comments of other parties support USTA’s position.! These
parties share USTA’s concern regarding the possibility of network harm to other services under
the conditions in which the modems are anticipated to be deployed. USTA and other parties

anticipate that a technical report will be available soon that is supported by a broad segment of

the industry to facilitate an orderly evaluation.?

ISBC at 8, BellSouth at 3, Bell Atlantic at 5, GTE at 6, US WEST at 6, Ameritech at 3.

2ATIS at 6.




While three parties stated that the power increase could be permitted, only two of those
believe that the increase could be permitted without harm to other services. None, however,
provide any evidence to support those assertions. Indeed, TIA reveals that some of its members
dissented from its position that the power increase be permitted.?

TIA suggests that a definition of PCM modems is required.* In its proposed definition,
TIA includes a statement concerning the nature of the serving facility (“...and involve at most a
single digital-to-analog conversion at the network office serving the receiving customer’s loop.”).
USTA opposes such a definition as inappropriate and irrelevant to the issue under consideration
in the proceeding. TIA’s definition should not be adopted. If the Commission finds it necessary
to develop a definition for a PCM modem, that should be done so in a separate proceeding so that
all parties have the opportunity to make recommendations and offer comment.

3Com does not state that the power increase can be permitted without harm to other
equipment (including other of 3Com’s own equipment in the same cable). In 3Com’s technical
appendix, the data shows that only in circumstances where loops are 3,000 feet or less than can
56K be achieved even with a -6 dBm transmit level. Even at 6,000 feet of cable, 54.67K is the
highest speed that can be obtained with a -6 dBm level. 3Com’s data supports the Commission
staff assessment.’ As evidenced in the technical information provided, the conditions required to

permit these modems to reach S6K are unlikely to be met in all but a very few instances of

3TIA at 4.
‘Id at 2.

>Bell Atlantic at 4.




practical application, at the risk of possible network harm.

The test data provided by 3Com is obtained from simulated lines, not actual cables.
Notwithstanding the fact that these simulations can very closely match the characteristics of
cables in the areas of loss and impedance, these tests do not address the fact that in real world
scenarios, drop wires, protectors and other entry facilities and inside wire of often dubious
performance are involved. The 3Com data presented, as well as its comments, do not address the
possibility of crosstalk and harm, and provide no evidence that increasing the power level to -6
dBm will provide an increase of speed that will be detectable by any consumer.

Northern Telecom acknowledges Committee TIAI7 test plan to verify the ability of the
loop plant to tolerate such an increase in power.® USTA agrees and asserts that the confirmation
must be made by actual test data. In their conclusion, however, Northern Telecom supports the
increase in power absent test data.

Northern Telecom also states that LADC circuits are “completely analogous to the
maximum decoded analog levels that are produced by PCM modems.”” USTA disagrees.
LADCSs do not have the same spectral characteristics as do PCM modems and contain energy not
completely confined to the voice band. Northern Telecom also notes that these facilities do not
connect to the public switched telephone network. Northern Telecom concludes that the fact that
LADCSs have operated at higher power levels than PCM modems “reinforces Nortel Network’s

view” that harm will not be caused to the network. Actual test data that provides evidence of

“Northern Telecom at 5.
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performance on circuits which are likely to be encountered in actual service conditions is
required. The technical report now under consideration in the T1 process will provide the
framework under which to conduct such tests.

USTA is not opposed to modification of technical operating parameters if it can be
verified that no harm will occur to other services and the result will be improved service levels
for customers. The comments in the proceeding evidence considerable concern that in the
absence of test data, there can be no conclusion that other services will not be harmed. Parties in
favor of the increase have not provided any information to support the assertion that customers
will experience any detectable increase in performance.

The record before the Commission supports USTA’s position that actual tests be
conducted to verify that the increase sought will not create harms to the network and provides
increased service levels to customers before any increase in the transmit power level is permitted.
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